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ABSTRACT 
There has been a marked increase in the number of government-funded, high performance institutes and academies of sport within Australia. 
Given that these organisations employ significant numbers of full-time performance sport coaches, they may be accurately characterised as 
workplaces. Performance sport coaches have underscored the importance of experience in developing their coaching skill.  However, despite 
wide   acceptance of  the  view  that learning occurs  everywhere  but   to   different  extents  and with different efficiency, and  the  
acknowledgement of  current national coach education programs as insufficient, no sport coaching research has focused specifically on sport 
workplaces as sites  for learning. This paper will review the current nature of coach  development with   a  view to examining the interaction 
between what the  workplace (institute/academy) affords the  individual  and the personal agency of the individual (high performance sports 
coaches). 
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BACKGROUND 
There has been a marked increase in the prevalence of academies and institutes of sport throughout Australia in the past few decades. The 
global aim of these organisations is to improve elite sport performance, which in this context refers to performance at national and 
international levels. This is generally achieved through the provision of resources and high quality services (including high performance sport 
coaching) to a select group of athletes in a variety of sporting disciplines. In Australia, there is a network of high performance sport institutes 
and academies aimed at fostering superior elite sport performance. 
 
The  Australian  Institute  of  Sport  (AIS)  was  founded  in  1981,  initially  providing scholarships in eight sports, all of which were based in 
Canberra. Currently there are over 700 athletes who are supported by AIS scholarships, in 35 separate programs (26 sports). There are also 
approximately 75 coaches employed by the organisation and while the main residential sport programs are located in Canberra, there are also 
programs in Adelaide, Perth, Brisbane, Melbourne, Sydney and the Gold Coast [1]. The AIS has a nation-wide focus in terms of the athletes it 
selects and supports. 
 
Subsequent to the establishment of the AIS, each State and Territory in Australia now has a functioning academy or institute of sport (South 
Australian Sports Institute 1982, Western Australian Institute of Sport 1984, Tasmanian Institute of Sport 1985, Australian Capital Territory 
Academy of Sport 1989, Victorian Institute of Sport 1990, Queensland Academy of Sport 1991, New South Wales Institute of Sport 1996, and 
Northern Territory Institute of Sport 1996). These state-based academies and institutes combine with the Australian Institute of Sport to make 
up what is subsequently going to be referred to in this paper as Australian Institutes and Academies (AIAs). 
 
One specific example of a state-based AIA is the Queensland Academy of Sport (QAS). When it commenced operations in 1991, there were five 
staff employed and 34 individual scholarships totalling $100,000 across 11 sports. In 2004, the QAS supported over 60 personnel and 650 
athletes across 20 sports (24 programs) throughout Queensland with a budget of $10.7 million [2,3]. This significant increase in funding in the 
last decade is common to a number of the AIAs and has meant that there has been a corresponding increase in the scope of programs and the 
resources allocated to them. It also gives some indication of the importance placed on the sporting success of AIA athletes and coaches on the 
national and international stage. Athlete performance and success is the primary reason that these AIAs exist. 
 
If one was to combine the stated aims of the AIAs, the outcome might read something like, ‘To provide a range of services and programs to the 
state’s/territory’s talented athletes to assist their overall development and performance at national and international competitions’. Given 
that this is the purpose of the AIAs, it is particularly noteworthy that research into the talent development process has consistently shown that 
sport coaches are central to the achievement of athletes [4,5]. The high performance coaches employed by the AIAs can be viewed as both 
providers and coordinators of these ‘services and programs’ included in the shared aim of the AIAs. Coaches are often specifically referred to 
in AIA mission statements, stated visions, and other guiding documentation. For example, it has been stated on numerous occasions in 
presentations and organisational documentation that the QAS is ‘an athlete-focused, coach-driven, administration-supported organisation’ [3]. 
The importance of coaches to the success of AIA athletes is further highlighted by the fact that the coaches can be considered to be the largest 
group of employed people within the AIA network. In combination, these factors indicate that the coaches are critical to each organisation’s 
success and are acknowledged as such in specific documentation and in staffing profiles. 
 
Despite their centrality to the AIAs and to the talent development process in general, important questions remain regarding how these key 
personnel develop their skills within their respective organisations. For example, historically within the QAS, little explicit mention has been 
made regarding the coaches’ need for continual learning and their professional development has been largely ad-hoc and driven by the 
individual coach. It is not a stretch to imagine that this is similar throughout the AIA network. It is important to make clear what coaching work 
involves and what development opportunities currently exist, before it is possible to develop a research agenda that might aid in the 
development of recommendations regarding which way to proceed for the future. To this end, the authors intend to provide an overview of 
the nature and conditions of employment, typical of AIA workplaces. This will be preceded by a discussion of the relevant literature that has 
informed the academic domain. 
 
DISCUSSION OF LITERATURE 
PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON COACHING 
Training techniques and isolated training episodes make limited contributions to theorising of the overall coaching process. Unfortunately for 
those interested in holistic approaches to coaching work, this has been the focus of the majority of sport coaching literature. The majority of 
coaching literature has pertained to what coaches do, with research regarding coaching behaviours making up to 75% of the total coaching 
literature since 1970 [6,7]. Given the significant allocation of public funds and the well-established influence of sport coaches on athlete 
performance, further systematic research involving high performance sport coaching cohorts is required. 
 
It is necessary at this point to make a distinction between different forms of sport coaching that currently exist, as it necessarily impacts on the 
direction of research on coaches. Participation coaches and performance sport coaches both fulfil important roles within Australian sport, but 
they are functionally quite different. As Lyle [8] explains, participation coaching is characterised by irregular involvement, loose membership 
and (while performance is of some note) the emphasis is firmly on positive affective outcomes (e.g., enjoyment, satisfaction, enhanced 
perceptions of competence). Performance coaching, however, is characterised by more stable coach-athlete relationships, achievement of 
specific competition objectives and a strong commitment to preparation. The skills and knowledge requirements are different for each type of 
coaching. Participation coaching emphasises instructional, pedagogic and motivational skills, while there is greater emphasis placed on 
planning, monitoring, decision-making and management skills in performance coaching [8]. Given the organisational aims and the range of 
required roles, coaches employed within the AIA network may be best characterised as performance coaches. 
 
AIA coaches may also be viewed as ‘professional coaches’. For example, coaches at the QAS are employed full-time as high performance sport 
coaches, they are allocated an individual work-station at the academy’s central location, and they work with athletes ranging from talented 
juniors to Olympic, Paralympic and World Championship medallists. Problematically for these individuals and those wishing to conduct 
research relating to their work, very few published studies have made use of professional coaching cohorts [6]. Paradoxically, coaches 
operating in professional sport environments may have the most to gain from the findings of learning research. Australian National Cricket 
Coach, John Buchanan argues that in order to gain and maintain an edge in the competitive arena of international cricket there is a profound 
need for progressive thinking and continual learning [9]. There is therefore a strong need for in-depth research examining how performance 
coaches in Australia, and specifically in high performance sports institutes, learn their craft. 
 
THE NATURE OF PERFORMANCE COACHING 
As previously alluded to, high performance sports coaching involves intensive commitment to the preparation of programs with obvious 
attempts to influence and to control performance variables. In this context, coaching work can be viewed as a highly complex collection of 
practices in which effort is made to improve or sustain performance towards identified goals. This is achieved through a structured 
intervention program, which is delivered within the contextual constraints of time, place and resource [8,10]. 
 
For full-time coaches, such as those employed in AIAs, increased commitments bring increased expectations, pressures and demands. With 
additional program success, there is quite often a commensurate increase of these commitments and demands. The success brings additional 
challenges and complexity to the role. Many full-time coaches at the state level also act as coaching coordinators, development officers and 
coach educators [11]. Often being held totally responsible for competition results that are predominantly complex, dynamic and 
unpredictable, performance coaches are subject to intense and continuous scrutiny by fans and the media [12,13]. Despite widespread media 
and public interest, the significant social pressures and constraints are rarely considered. Indeed, it has been contended that the nature of 
coaching remains a little understood and under-researched area [12,13]. 
 
In this way, performance coaching at AIAs can be accurately characterised as highly complex, demanding and dynamic. Paradoxically, 
performance coaches generally do not have the learning support or research base that often comes with similar positions of responsibility 
elsewhere in the working world [10,14], such as those associated with state and national level bank managers and business executives. The 
question remains, what development opportunities currently exist for performance sport coaches? 
 
INADEQUACY OF CURRENT COACH EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
An Australian federal government commissioned report (Bloomfield Report), published in 1973, strongly challenged the worth of the dominant 
pseudo-apprenticeship model of passing on coaching knowledge. Since the establishment of the Australian Coaching Council in 1978, formal 
coach education courses have been by far the largest delivery method of sanctioned coach accreditation (also referred to as certification) 
throughout Australian sport. While coaches are increasingly expected to operate within an uncertain and pressurised social context, 
understand an ever-evolving complex and specialised body of knowledge, and provide professional service to the athletes they are involved 
with, questions have been raised about the quality of the sources of coach education programs and the assumptions which underpin them [8, 
10, 15]. 
 
Using Sfard’s [16] acquisition and participation metaphors on learning, Trudel and Gilbert [17] have developed a visual display showing two 
ways in which coaches learn how to coach. Dominant models of formal coach education have drawn heavily on the acquisition metaphor 
where learning relates to the presentation and subsequent acquisition of concepts to be understood. As evidenced by course organisation, 
content and assessment practices, programs have tended to treat coaches as empty vessels who need to be filled with knowledge [11, 18-20]. 
One source of criticism is what has been called an over-emphasis on bio-scientific content with component blocks of content (such as 
physiology, nutrition, psychology) being broken up and left for coaches to cognitively reassemble later [8, 11, 21]. 
 
For meaningful learning to occur, it has been argued that educational courses need to provide ‘authentic’ experiences for participants [22]. 
This notion is more consistent with the participation metaphor which, while based on its own set of assumptions, may be associated with the 
notion of learning through experience [23]. Academics and practitioners alike have recognised the primacy of experience and observation of 
other coaches in the development of quality coaching [24]. Current coaching programs have struggled to adopt this view in practice, with a 
lack of authenticity inherent in many programs [10, 25]. 
 
Within the participation metaphor of learning, engagement in certain kinds of activities is central to the learning process, as are the reflective 
practices of the individuals in question. The corollaries are that learning activities should not be dissociated from the context in which they 
take place and that reflective skills require greater emphasis regarding discussions on learning [17]. An example might be that while coaching 
courses may cover the topic of competitive arousal, the learning in these courses is often very different to the learning involved in actually 
coaching an athlete to regulate arousal levels at an international competition. 
 
Another problematic issue centres on ‘adult learning.’ The high performance coaching population is comprised of adult learners and 
unsubstantiated assumptions about adult learning may have adversely impacted upon expected outcomes of coach education [26]. Adult 
learners (in this case, high-performance coaches) may have difficulty in critically challenging the orthodoxy of traditional coaching practices 
[26, 27]. 
 
Despite these criticisms, few actually deny the need for coach certification. Rather, it is the form the process should take which is the area of 
contestation [28]. Having said this, the above limitations represent significant concerns in terms of the effectiveness of current coach 
education courses [8, 29] and the National Coach Accreditation Scheme (NCAS) that is in operation in Australia [10, 25]. In recent times, there 
has been a greater research emphasis on what forms of certification/accreditation are most likely to meet the needs of high performance 
sport coaches [30]. Previous reviews have noted that research may have in fact had limited impact on the conception, structure and delivery of 
programs of coach education [17]. Applied research that is sanctioned or even initiated by sporting organisations might help better inform the 
‘next wave’ of coach development opportunities. 
 
THEORIZING LEARNING IN SPORT COACHING 
There is a great variety of different ways in which learning might be theorized. We have already made mention of Sfard’s [16] metaphors on 
learning. While Sfard cautions against unconditional devotion to one metaphor in favor of the other, the suggestion that may be implied from 
a number of other authors has been to move away from programs informed by the acquisition metaphor (where the novice to expert 
continuum is dominant and approaches based on competency and problem-solving are the recent norm) towards programs grounded within 
the participation metaphor [8, 10, 17, 31]. 
 
Experiential learning is a concept that has been applied to the study of sport coaches and it fits well within the boundaries of the participation 
metaphor. Experiential learning proposes that the learner constructs a personal understanding of relevant structures of meaning derived from 
his or her actions in the world [32]. A significant proponent of this view is Donald Schön. His work emphasizes the importance of reflection and 
role framing in the development of professional expertise [33, 34]. Given that he has explicitly focused on ‘professions’ and given Lyle’s [8] 
evaluation of sport coaching in relation to criteria of professionalization, it might be argued that there are issues surrounding the applicability 
of this particular theorist’s work to the learning of sport coaches. Despite this, it might be postulated that Schön’s discussion of the need to 
move from technical rationality to reflection-in-action has some similarities with the suggested movement from metaphors of acquisition to 
those of participation. An example is the similar emphasis that Schön places on the importance of problem framing in his discussion of 
reflection-in-action and the emphasis placed on problem setting in much of the experiential learning literature within the participation 
metaphor. Indeed, a number of authors have made reference to Schön’s work in appraisals of sport coaching situations [15, 24, 35-38]. 
 
Also positioned firmly within the participation metaphor are the situated perspectives of workplace learning, the most prominent of which is 
the Communities of Practice (CoP) model developed by Wenger [39]. This perspective maintains that “learning is rooted in the situation in 
which a person participated, not in the head of that person as intellectual concepts produced by reflection” [32, p.6]. In keeping with the 
constructivist perspective, this framework posits that activities, tasks, functions and understandings do not exist in isolation; they are part of 
broader systems of relations among persons [40]. As will be discussed later in this section, this model has received criticism from some 
authors. 
 
To develop a systematic agenda in applied sport science research, an orienting framework is required. While previous research has variously 
adopted frameworks from fields such as psychology and physical education teacher education, none has conceptualized high- performance 
coaching environments as legitimate workplaces for the purposes of investigation. The field of workplace learning presents a unique way in 
which to view the learning that occurs within organisations which employ high performance sport coaches, while avoiding or accounting for 
the problematic issues associated with the noted lack of professionalization in sport coaching [8] and the appropriation of physical education 
theories based on prima facie similarities [8]. An added advantage is the comparatively large research base which informs subsequent 
theorizing of learning with research topics ranging from understanding the underlying processes of learning to enhancing conditions and 
managing the outcomes of learning. There is an abundance of available theories due to the multidisciplinary nature of workplace learning [41]. 
 
A recent review of the workplace learning literature from 1999-2004 revealed the existence of two prominent ways of approaching learning 
research in the context of work: (i) relations of individuals and the collective; and (ii) perspectives on power and politics [42]. Within the first 
approach, eight dominant themes were identified, two of which are of particular interest regarding this paper. 
 
The first of these is the Communities of Practice (CoP) model. As previously mentioned, the CoP model views learning as participation, which is 
embodied in the joint action evident in a CoP. There is an emerging line of research in sport coaching that uses this theoretical framework  to  
make  judgments  and  recommendations  regarding  specific coaching ‘communities’ [17, 38, 43-47]. Within the domain of workplace learning, 
this approach has undergone criticism in recent times. 
 
Elkjaer [48] in her keynote address to the 4th Annual Researching Work and Learning conference explained that when applying the CoP model 
in research, the ‘how’ of learning often seemed to disappear in the broader concept of ‘learning as participation’. Another criticism leveled at 
this model has been that the individual does not receive particular attention as separate from the community. The implication is that the 
relation of individual learning processes to collective processes is rarely actually theorized, so individual differences in perspective, disposition, 
position, social/cultural capital, and forms of participation often remain unaccounted for. The emphasis many researchers place on individual 
reflection in the learning process [20, 24, 31, 33, 34, 36-38, 49] tends to indicate the important role the individual plays in the learning process. 
For this reason, those conducting research into the learning of coaches must account for this in any theoretical framework they choose to use. 
 
The second theme of interest is the co-participation or co-emergence model. This model proposes that individual and social processes are each 
unique (but enmeshed) and deserve examination at micro and macro levels of analysis [32]. Learning is viewed as knowledge creation through 
social participation in everyday work. Billett [50] developed a theory of ‘relational interdependency’ between individuals’ intentional action 
and workplace affordances/constraints. In this theory, clear distinctions are maintained between the autonomous individual and others in the 
community [32]. The idiosyncrasies and highly contested nature of high-performance coaching work necessitates a framework that accounts 
for learning as both an individual cognitive accomplishment and a social practice. Co- participation models regularly address the notions of 
individual agency and the situated nature of learning and action. No research has attempted to employ this kind of theoretical framework for 
elite coaching cohorts. 
 
To be clear, workplace learning is not a theory in itself. It is a grouping of learning theories all of which are concerned with understanding how 
individuals learn for and during work. Encompassed theories and researchers co-exist with a broad range of purposes and epistemological and 
ontological underpinnings [51]. This theoretical pluralism allows researchers to access and choose different theories to answer or investigate 
different problems [41]. The common thread is that they all occur within a context that exhibits a number of features unique to the workplace. 
 
LEARNING IN THE WORKPLACE 
The nature of the workplace has changed significantly with stability, predictability, simplicity, hierarchies and mechanical models giving way to 
turbulence, ambiguity, complexity, heterarchy and holistic approaches as found in the post-industrial world [52-54]. High performance sport 
can be considered a functioning industry and likewise, it has not escaped these changes. Today’s workplaces, including those involving 
coaches, present data- rich environments that enable and require new forms of work, production and management practices [54]. Current 
workplaces can be seen as ‘supercomplex’ and are characterised by contestability, challengeability, uncertainty and unpredictability [54, 55]. 
Boud and Garrick [54] suggest that under conditions of supercomplexity, work has to become learning and learning has to become work. In 
short, coaches and high performance sport organisations must embrace learning if they are to compete in the global marketplace. 
 
There are a range of disciplines that have demonstrated an interest in workplace learning, from psychology to management, emphasising the 
idea that this kind of approach is both highly generative and multidisciplinary in its scope and applicability [53, 54, 56]. Interdependence 
among activities, and engagement with others, the social world and its artifacts are now being evaluated as integral to how we come to learn 
through work [57]. 
 
More specifically, workplace learning is fast becoming a primary focus of scholars and practitioners in the areas of adult education, 
government and enterprises [58]. The AIAs exhibit the characteristics of each of these groups given that the coaching population is comprised 
of adults, the institutes and academies are predominantly government funded, and they have also adopted styles of management based on 
corporate ideals of efficiency, marketability and accountability. 
 
Empirical workplace learning research has demonstrated that the key source for workers to learn their vocational activities is through work; 
with work activities, other workers and the workplace itself facilitating this [56]. Learning throughout working life is an inevitable product of 
everyday thinking and acting and it is shaped by the work practices in which individuals participate [57]. The kinds of opportunities provided 
for learners (such as AIA coaches) will be important for the quality of learning that transpires. Equally, how these individuals engage in work 
practice will determine how and what they learn [59]. In this way, the individual’s agency and intentionality play key roles, as does what the 
organisation affords the individual. 
 
Learning at work has significant challenges. The challenges are both personal and intellectual for adults. Our sense of ourselves is closely 
connected with what we know and understand, and this can be easily shaken if we admit that we still have much to learn. This kind of 
admission in a workplace can be all too easily construed as being uncertain and incapable [54]. This is even more significant in the coaching 
area where employment is often tenuous and volatile. 
 
Learning in the workplace has a number of unique features, which in combination sets it apart from learning in other contexts. Workplace 
learning is usually task focused with different tasks and settings offering different experiences and guidance opportunities within and across 
workplaces [54, 56, 60]. This is certainly true of the work of AIA coaches in that sport programs are often differentially tiered, determining 
access to funding and other resources. For example, athletes at the Queensland Academy of Sport (QAS) will be granted varying access to 
physiotherapy, sport scientists, and the like; based on their allocated tiering (with tier-one athletes receiving preferential allocation of time 
and resources). 
 
Workplace learning occurs in a social context characterised by status difference and the risk of one’s livelihood, while requiring constant 
collaboration. Again, program tiering has relevance here. Given that there is most often only one head coaching position per sport, however, 
coaches may find it hard to reconcile their duty to disseminate coach education material to assistant or developing coaches with the need to 
protect their position. Work occurs in a political and economic context. This is apt for the AIAs, where funding and resource allocation is 
generally determined by government officials (e.g., the State Government Minister for Sport). With the operations of many AIAs being highly 
influenced by departmental priorities (and often completely resourced at the discretion of the incumbent government) those within these 
organizations must be politically savvy. Learning at work is also cognitively different to learning at school, where the emphasis is very much on 
individual cognition, achievement and the development of widely usable skills. This is in contrast to workplaces, where the development of 
task-specific competencies, collaboration and organisational success are the aims [60]. Workplaces with distinctive work requirements may 
offer unique prospects for vocational development [61]. Given that there are only seven AIAs in Australia, and that they work largely 
independently of each other, the work requirements of each may well be considered to be unique and distinctive. It should also be noted that 
workplace contributions are different, but not necessarily better or worse than those furnished by educational settings [54]. Learning in the 
workplace brings new perspectives to research on learning, because it seeks to research environments that are rarely structured with learning 
in mind (unlike the environment of educational institutions such as schools or colleges) [62]. This is certainly true of AIAs where the 
organisational structure and physical location have, in general, been established independent of any empirical consideration of the learning of 
the high- performance coaches. An understanding of workplace learning means recognising its complexities, its competing interests and the 
personal, political and institutional influences that affect it [54]. These features, in combination with what can be considered a very distinctive 
workplace, positions any future coaching research using this kind of orienting framework in a unique academic space. 
 
FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 
The findings from research in the workplace learning domain consistently strengthen the view that workplaces can be legitimate sites of 
meaningful learning [54]. It has been suggested that the workplace might be arranged and organised to promote the kinds of learning needed. 
Indeed, there is an increasing emphasis in some research on what employees can do to promote their own learning [56]. Investigations of this 
kind need to be attempted within the high-performance sport coaching workplace. The primary aim of future research should be to provide 
initial direction to the AIAs as to how (as sites for learning) they can develop a structured learning curriculum that guides the professional 
development of the coaches, who are their largest (and arguably the most significant) group of employees. Research may best be approached 
from a sociocultural, constructivist perspective adopting a holistic view of learning and learners. Learning is an active process by which 
individuals try to make sense out of information and experience with prior knowledge, including beliefs, and feelings influencing this process 
[63, 64]. These characteristics are not easily accessed by researchers, thus it is necessary to probe deeply, asking the right questions, in order 
to be able to identify the contributions of the individual in the learning process. 
 
While there are a wide range of theories and frameworks that may be applicable for use in this type of research, we urge other researchers not 
to overlook the theories of workplace learning. There is an emerging quorum of research which approaches coach learning from a situated 
learning perspective, making specific recommendations regarding how to foster and/or identify these communities in areas such as youth ice 
hockey [47] athletics and snow skiing [43], varsity sports [44], and more broadly in coaching certification settings [31]. The CoP model has been 
widely used throughout the workplace learning literature, but has undergone some criticism in more recent times. 
 
Perhaps the co-participation model may prove to be a useful way of theorising the learning that occurs within the workplaces of high-
performance sport coaches. Because of the influence of the individual’s personal agency acknowledged in theories of co- participation, it is 
important to have an understanding of the individual’s personal history if an understanding of how they will best learn in the future is the aim 
[50]. Therefore, for investigations using this kind of rationale, it would be necessary to firstly identify the personal athletic and coaching 
histories of coaches so as to better ascertain the variety of coaching pathways and experiences leading to their appointment as AIA coaches. 
Investigations could then focus on the sources of information determined to be of most value to coaching work, according to both the 
administration and the coaches themselves. This would be particularly useful, given that little is known about the ways in which AIA coaches 
and organisational administrators view learning and development. Future research must seek to uncover these views in order to be critical of 
current practices and in making future recommendations. 
 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
Performance coaching is decidedly complex, demanding, cognitive, and specialised [8, 65, 66] and this is certainly true of the work of AIA 
coaches. While there has been an increase in recent times, relatively few empirical studies have sought to uncover what coaches know and 
how they have come to know (and even fewer have made use of elite coaching cohorts).  
 
Given the previously described limitations of many coach education courses, and considering that Australian coaches are recognised as world 
leaders in many sports [67], it may be entirely appropriate to postulate that AIA high performance coaches must have learned and be 
developing their skills in other forums. An obvious forum, given that performance coaching work encompasses virtually all aspects of the 
personal, professional, academic and sporting lives of those involved [10] is the AIA workplace. These coaches are full-time employees and (as 
such) are indisputable members of a genuine workplace that might be characterised as a legitimate site for learning in ways similar to other 
more established workplaces (such as hospitals). The characterisation of the AIA organisations as legitimate workplaces of high performance 
sport coaches presents a novel site for workplace learning research. For these reasons, future investigations in high performance coaching may 
be framed as workplace learning studies. 
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
The authors acknowledge and appreciate the support and assistance provided by the Centre of Excellence for Applied Sport Science Research 
at the Queensland Academy of Sport. 
 
REFERENCES 
1. Australian Sports  Commission, Australian Institute of  Sport, Http://www.ais.org.au/overview/index.asp, 2006. 
2. Department of Tourism Sport and Racing Queensland, Annual Report 1990/91, Queensland Government, Brisbane, 1991. 
3. Baumann, A., Shaw, P. and Smith, P., Operational  Review 2005-2009: Team Briefing Notes, Queensland Academy of Sport, Brisbane, 
2004. 
4. Starkes, J.L. and Ericsson, K.A., Expert Performance in Sports: Advances in Research on Sport Expertise, Human Kinetics, Champaign, 
2003. 
5. Gilbert, W., Côté, J. and Mallett, C., The Talented Coach: Developmental Paths and Activities of Successful Sport Coaches, International 
Journal of Sport Science and Coaching, 2006, 1(1), 69-76. 
6. Gilbert, W. and Trudel, P., Analysis of Coaching Science Research Published from 1970-2001, Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 
2004, 75(4), 388-402. 
7. Gilbert, W., An Annotated Bibliography and Analysis of Coaching Science: 1970 – 2001, Report, California State University, Fresno, 2002. 
8. Lyle, J., Sports Coaching Concepts: A Framework for Coaches’ Behaviour, Routledge, London, 2002. 
9. Phillips, S., Buchanan Thinks Globally and Acts Laterally, Sports Coach, 2005, 28 (1), 3-5. 
10. Dickson, S., A Preliminary Investigation into the Effectiveness of the National Coach Accreditation Scheme, Report, Australian Sports 
Commission, 2001. 
11. Australian Coaching Council, ed., Sports Coach 2000, in: Sports Coach 2000, Canberra, 2000. 
12. Potrac, P., Brewer, C., Jones, R., Armour, K. and Hoff, J., Towards an Holistic Understanding of the Coaching Process, Quest, 2000, 52, 
186-199. 
13. Dawson, P., Dobson, S. and Gerrard, B., Estimating Coaching Efficiency in Professional Team Sports: Evidence from English Association 
Football, Scottish Journal of Political Economy, 2000, 47 (4), 399-421. 
14. Woodman, L., Coaching: A Science, an Art, an Emerging Profession, Sport Science Review, 1993, 2 (2), 1-13. 
15. Gilbert, W. and Trudel, P., Framing the Construction of Coaching Knowledge in Experiential Learning Theory, Sociology of Sport Online, 
1999, http://physed.otago.ac.nz/sosol/v2il/v2ils2.htm. 
16. Sfard, A., On Two Metaphors for Learning and the Dangers of Choosing Just One, Educational Researcher, 1998, 27 (2), 4-13. 
17. Trudel, P. and Gilbert, W., Coaching and Coach Education, in: Kirk, D., O’Sullivan, M. and McDonald, D., eds., Handbook of Physical 
Education, Sage, London, In Press. 
18. Beckett, D., Past the Guru and Up the Garden Path: The New Organic Management Learning, in: Boud, D. and Garrick, J., eds., 
Understanding Learning at Work, Routledge, London, 1999. 
19. Abraham, A. and Collins, D., Whys and Wherefores of Coaching: Redirecting Coaching Research and Development, Quest, 2002, 50, 59-
79. 
20. Cassidy, T.,  Jones,  R.  L.  and  Potrac,  P.,  Understanding  Sports  Coaching:  The Social,  Cultural  and Pedagogical Foundations of 
Coaching Practice, Routledge, London, 2004. 
21. Douge, B.M. and Hastie, P. R., A Review of Coach Effectiveness Literature 1988-1992, Sport Science Review, 1993, 2 (2), 14-29. 
22. Billett, S., Towards a Model of Workplace Learning: The Learning Curriculum, Studies in Continuing Education, 1996, 18 (1), 43-58. 
23. Garrick, J., The Dominant Discourses of Learning at Work, in: Boud, D. and Garrick, J., eds., Understanding Learning at Work, Routledge, 
London, 1999. 
24. Cushion, C. J., Armour, K. M. and Jones, R. L., Coach Education and Continuing Professional Development: Experience and Learning to 
Coach, Quest, 2003, 55, 215-230. 
25. Dickson, S., Advancement in Sport Coaching and Officiating Accreditation, Report, New South Wales, 2001. 
26. Brookfield, S. D., A Critical Definition of Adult Education, Adult Education Quarterly, 1985, 36 (1), 44-49. 
27. Barnett, R., Learning to Work and Working to Learn, in: Boud, D. and Garrick, J., eds., Understanding Learning at Work, Routledge, 
London, 1999. 
28. Knorr, J., The Need to Rethink Coaching Certification, Coach and Athletic Director, 1996, 65 (6), 4-7. 
29. Côté, J., Salmela, J., Trudel, P., Baria, A. and Russell, S., The Coaching Model: A Grounded Assessment of Expert Gymnastic Coaches’ 
Knowledge, Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 1995, 17 (1), 1-17. 
30. McCullick, B. A., Belcher, D. and Schempp, P. G., What Works in Coaching and Sport Instructor Certificate Programs? The Participants’ 
View, Physical Education and Sport Pedagogy, 2005, 10 (2), 121-137. 
31. Nelson, L. J. and Cushion, C. J., Coach Education, Reflection, and Learning from Experience: The Case of the National Governing Body 
Coaching Certificate, The Sport Psychologist, 2006, 20, 172-181. 
32. Fenwick, T., Tides of Change: New Themes and Questions in Workplace Learning, New Directions for Adult and Continuing Education, 
2001 (92), 3-17. 
33. Schön, D. A., The Reflective Practitioner: How Professionals Think in Action, Basic Books Inc., New York, 1983. 
34. Schön, D.A., Educating the Reflective Practitioner:  Toward a New Design for Teaching and Learning in Professions, Jossey-Bass Limited, 
London, 1987. 
35. Lyle, J., Systematic Coaching Behaviour: An Investigation into the Coaching Process and the Implications of the Findings for Coach 
Education, in: Sport and Physical Activity: Moving Towards Excellence, AIESEP World Convention, Loughborough University, 
Loughborough, 1990. 
36. Mallett, C.  J.,  Reflective Practices in Teaching and Coaching: Using  Reflective Journals  to  Enhance Performance, in: Wright, J., 
Macdonald, D. and Burrows, L., eds., Critical Inquiry and Problem Solving in Physical Education, Routledge Falmer, Sydney, 2004, 147-
158. 
37. Irwin, G., Hanton, S. and Kerwin, D. G., Reflective Practice and the Origins of Elite Coaching Knowledge, Reflective Practice, 2004, 5 (3), 
425-442. 
38. Gilbert, W. and Trudel, P., Learning to Coach Through Experience: Reflection in Model Youth Sport Coaches, Journal of Teaching in 
Physical Education, 2001, 21, 16-34. 
39. Wenger, E., Communities of Practice:  Learning,  Meaning, and  Identity, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1998. 
40. Lave, J. and Wenger, E., Situated Learning: Legitimate Peripheral  Participation,  Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1991. 
41. Hager, P., Finding a Good Theory of Workplace Learning, in: Boud, D. and Garrick, J., eds., Understanding Learning at Work, Routledge, 
London, 1999. 
42. Fenwick, T., Taking Stock: A Review of Research on Learning in Work 1999-2004, in: 4th International Conference on Researching Work 
and Learning 2005, University of Technology, Sydney, 2005. 
43. Culver, D. M. and Trudel, P. Cultivating Coaches’ Communities of Practice: Developing the Potential for Learning Through Interactions, 
in: Jones, R., ed., The Sports Coach as Educator: Re-Conceptualising Sports Coaching, Routledge, London, 2006, 97-112. 
44. Galipeau, J. and Trudel, P., The Experiences of Newcomers on a Varsity Sport Team, Applied Research in Coaching and Athletics Annual, 
2004, 19, 166-188. 
45. Galipeau, J. and Trudel, P., The Role of the Athletic, Academic, and Social Development of Student-Athletes in Two Varsity Sport Teams, 
Applied Research in Coaching and Athletics Annual, 2005, 20, 27-49. 
46. Galipeau, J. and Trudel, P., Athlete Learning in a Community of Practice: Is There a Role for the Coach? in: Jones, R., ed., The Sports 
Coach as Educator:  Reconceptualising Sports Coaching, Routledge, London, 2006, 77-94. 
47. Trudel,  P.  and  Gilbert,  W.,  Communities  of  Practice  as  an  Approach  to  Foster  Ice  Hockey  Coach Development, Safety in Ice 
Hockey, 2004, 4, 165-179. 
48. Elkjaer,  B.,  Stupid  Organisation  –  How  Will  You  Ever  Learn?  in:  4th  International  Conference  on Researching Work and Learning, 
University of Technology, Sydney, 2005. 
49. Gilbert, W. and Trudel, P., Learning to Coach Through Experience: Conditions that Influence Reflection, The Physical Educator, 2005, 62 
(1), 32-43. 
50. Billett, S., Co-Participation at Work: Learning Through Work and Throughout Working Lives, Studies in the Education of Adults, 2004, 36 
(2), 190-205. 
51. Boud, D. and Garrick, J., Understandings of Workplace Learning, in: Boud, D. and Garrick, J., eds., Understanding Learning at Work, 
Routledge, London, 1999. 
52. Marsick, V.  J.,  Learning in the Workplace: The Case for  Reflectivity and Critical Reflectivity, Adult Education Quarterly, 1988, 38 (4), 
187-198. 
53. Ahmed, P. K., Lim, K. K. and Loh, A. Y. E., Learning Through Knowledge Management, Butterworth- Heinemann, Melbourne, 2002. 
54. Boud, D. and Garrick, J., Understanding Learning at Work, Routledge, London, 1999. 
55. Marsick, V. J. and Watkins, K. E., Facilitating  Learning Organisations:  Making Learning Count, Gower Publishing Limited, Hampshire, UK, 
1999. 
56. Billett, S., Learning in the Workplace: Strategies for Effective Practice, Allen & Unwin, New South Wales, 2001. 
57. Billett, S., Learning Throughout Working Life: Interdependencies at Work, Studies in Continuing Education, 2001, 23 (1), 19-35. 
58. Collin, K., Experience and Shared Practice  – Design Engineers’ Learning at Work, PhD Thesis, Griffith University, 2005 
59. Billett,  S.,  Learning  Through  Work:  Workplace Affordances  and  Individual  Engagement,  Journal  of Workplace Learning, 2001, 5, 
209-214. 
60. Watkins, K. E., Facilitating Learning in the Workplace, Deakin University Press, Victoria, 1991. 
61. Billett, S., Guided Learning at Work, in: Boud, D. and Garrick, J., eds., Understanding Learning at Work, Routledge, London, 1999. 
62. Eraut, M., Informal Learning in the Workplace, Studies in Continuing Education, 2004, 26 (2), 247-273. 
63. National  Board  of  Employment,  Education  and  Training,  Workplace  Learning  in  the  Professional Development of Teachers,  
Commissioned Report No. 24, Australian Government Publishing Services, Canberra, 1994. 
64. Billett, S., Guided Learning at Work, Journal of Workplace Learning, 2000, 12 (7), 272. 
65. Kidman, L., Developing Decision Makers:  An Empowerment Approach to Coaching,  Innovative Print Communications Ltd, Christchurch, 
2001. 
66. Cushion, C. J., Coaching Research and Coach Education: Do the sum of the parts equal the whole? (Part 1), SportaPolis, 
Http://www.sports-media.org/Sportapolisnewsletter4.htm#questions, 2001. 
67. Bales, J. and Henwood, D., Medals Earned, Lessons Learned, Coaches Report, 2004, 11 (2), 4-13. 
 
